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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-5,10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Prabhu (USPN 6983398B2) in view of Arimilli et al. (US Publication Number 
200401 1 1653A1 ) in further view of Mathieu et al. (US Publication Number 
2002000491 8A1). As per claims 1,5, Prabhu discloses performing the first self test 
process in response to a first actuation of a test control; performing the second self test 
process in response to a second actuation of the test control prior to lapse of a first 
predefined period of time; and wherein the third actuation is maintained for more than a 
second predetermined period of time in column 3, lines 22-27 and in column 5, line 64 - 
column 6, line 32. 

Prabhu fails to explicitly state a user of the system initiate the test control in order 
to perform the first self test process. 

Arimilli et al. discloses this limitation in paragraph 0117. 

Prabhu discloses a processor executing a program for testing itself. Arimilli et al. 
discloses self testing of processor during manufacturing of the processor that is 'initiated 
by the user, the operating system, or the hypervisor'. It would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art to have the self testing of the processor in Prabhu initiated by 
a user initiating the self testing as disclosed in Arimilli et al. Using the known technique 
of user initiated testing would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill. 

Prabhu and Arimilli et al. fails to explicitly state terminating the second self test 
process in response to a third actuation of the test control by the user of the system. 

Mathieu et al. discloses this limitation in paragraphs 0033-0037. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have terminating the second self test process in 
response to a third actuation of the test control by the user of the system. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have terminating the second self 
test process in response to a third actuation of the test control by the user of the system 
because a user controls testing in order for the appropriate aspects of the processors 
are tested. 

3. As per claims 2,1 1 Prabhu discloses wherein the test control provides a one-bit 
binary signal having an actuated state and a non-actuated state in column 5, line 64 - 
column 6, line 32. 

4. As per claims 3,1 2, Prabhu discloses wherein the fourth actuation is maintained 
for less than the second predefined period of time in column 5, lines 29-58. 

Prabhu and Arimilli et al. fail to explicitly state advancing a presentation of test 
information in response to a fourth actuation of the test control by the user of the system 
during performance of the second self test process. 

Mathieu et al. discloses this limitation in paragraphs 0033-0037. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have advancing a presentation of test information in 
response to a fourth actuation of the test control by the user of the system during 
performance of the second self test process. A person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to have advancing a presentation of test information in response 
to a fourth actuation of the test control by the user of the system during performance of 
the second self test process because a user controls testing in order for the appropriate 
aspects of the processors are tested. 

5. As per claim 4, Prabhu discloses wherein the first self test process performs 
legacy functions of the system and the second self test process performs extended 
functions of the system in column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 32. 

6. As per claim 1 0, Prabhu discloses a first processor that performs a first self test 
process in response to a first actuation of a provided test control by a user of the 
system; and a second processor that performs the second self test process in response 
to a second actuation of the test control prior to lapse of a first predefined period of time 
wherein the third actuation is maintained for more than a second predetermined period 
of time in column 3, lines 22-27 and in column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 32. 

Prabhu fails to explicitly state a user of the system initiate the test control in order 
to perform the first self test process. 

Arimilli et al. discloses this limitation in paragraph 0117. 

Prabhu discloses a processor executing a program for testing itself. Arimilli et al. 
discloses self testing of processor during manufacturing of the processor that is 'initiated 
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by the user, the operating system, or the hypervisor'. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to have the self testing of the processor in Prabhu initiated by 
a user initiating the self testing as disclosed in Arimilli et al. Using the known technique 
of user initiated testing would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill. 

Prabhu and Arimilli et al. fails to explicitly state terminating the second self test 
process in response to a third actuation of the test control by the user of the system. 

Mathieu et al. discloses this limitation in paragraphs 0033-0037. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have terminating the second self test process in 
response to a third actuation of the test control by the user of the system. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have terminating the second self 
test process in response to a third actuation of the test control by the user of the system 
because a user controls testing in order for the appropriate aspects of the processors 
are tested. 

7. As per claim 1 3, Prabhu discloses wherein the first processor further performs 
legacy functions of the system in column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 32. 

8. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Prabhu 
in view of Arimilli et al. in further view of Tran (US Publication Number 
20060273929A1). As per claim 14, Prabhu and Arimilli et al.. fail to explicitly state 
wherein the first processor performs a traffic collision avoidance function and the 
second processor performs a terrain collision avoidance function. 

Tran discloses this limitation on pages 1-2, paragraph 0009. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the first processor perform a traffic collision 
avoidance function and the second processor perform a terrain collision avoidance 
function. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have the first 
processor perform a traffic collision avoidance function and the second processor 
perform a terrain collision avoidance function because traffic collision avoidance and 
terrain collision avoidance are types of applications used to prevent collisions in specific 
devices. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5,10-14 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Please see the above rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yolanda L. Wilson whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 3653. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Yolanda L Wilson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 21 1 3 



